The problem of the Now will not be solved by discovering new physics behind that glowing point. Nor is it solved by dismissing the Now as an "illusion" or as "chauvinism of the present moment." It is solved by identifying the mistakes that lead us to conclude, contrary to all our experience, that there is no place for the Now in our physical description of the world.
III. The mistakes
There are two mistakes. The first is our deeply ingrained unwillingness, noted above, to acknowledge that whenever anybody uses science it has a subject as well as an object.
It is the well-established habit of each of us to leave ourself -the experiencing subject -completely out of the story told by physics.
12,13
The second mistake is the promotion of space-time, from a 4-dimensional diagram QBism grew out of the efforts of Caves, Fuchs, and Schack to examine the implications for quantum foundations of interpreting probabilities as expressions of the personal judgment of an agent. The recognition that science has a subject as well as an object (which, of course, is conducive to a personalist view of probability) provides a broader base for QBism. The application here of CBism to the problem of the Now is thoroughly QBist, even though probability plays no part in it.
13 Erwin Schrödinger returned repeatedly in his later years to deploring the exclusion of the perceiving subject from science, but I am not aware that he ever blamed this exclusion for the confusion at the foundations of quantum mechanics, or the apparently problematic nature of the Now. See "Nature and the Greeks" (1954) and " Science and Humanism" (1951) , published together by Cambridge University Press, 1996; Section three and onward of " Mind and Matter" (1958) , published in "What is Life" by Cambridge, 1992; and "What is Real?" (1960) , reprinted in "My View of the World", Ox Bow Press, Woodbridge Connecticut, 1983. Schrödinger did mention the importance in quantum mechanics of the subject-object relation in a little-known 1931 letter to Arnold Sommerfeld, quoted in the paper cited in note 2.
14 I believe this is what Huw Price objects to.
diagram by subsequent Nows. There is only one fundamental constraint on the Nows of two different people. When two people are together at a single event, if that event happens to be Now for either one of them, then it must be Now for them both. Like the Now of any single person, this is an obvious feature of human experience. When you and I are interacting face-to-face -15 One form of the argument that there can be no Now in physics is that the Now would have to move through time at a certain rate. Since rates measure passage through time, a mysterious second time seems needed, distinct from ordinary time. This is to confuse time with clocks. Time is an abstraction that helps us to coordinate the readings of many different clocks. Clocks at the same set of events can be unambiguously compared with each other. The two relevant clocks here are my mechanical (or electronic) watch and my internal biological rhythms.
16 This, of course, is not a complication any solipsist would entertain.
communicating -it is simply unimaginable 17 that a live encounter for me could be only a memory for you, or vice versa. This is as basic a fact about the many perceiving subjects of science as the Sum; ergo Nunc est. has nothing whatever to say about the local Now at a single event. Everything physics has to say about our Nows accords with our experience, and physics even predicts that our future experiences of the Now will continue to have these features even in a world of interstellar travel at relativistic speeds.
This commonality of my

VI. Conclusion
The explanatory power of the QBism of Fuchs and Schack is not limited to issues in quantum foundations. The problem of the Now arises from the long-standing exclusion from classical physics of the experience of the perceiving subject, along with an inappropriate identification of the formalism of physics with the reality of the natural world. That there is such a thing as the present moment is an undeniably real part of the experience of every one of us. The fact that we have a useful formalism that represents our experience and seems not to contain a Now does not mean that Now is an illusion. It means that we must not identify the formalism with the experience that the formalism was constructed to describe.
Physics accounts for the Nows of relativistically traveling twins coinciding at both their reunion and their departure. This shows that there is indeed a place for the Now in science. What was missing was not the Now. What was missing was a recognition that the goal of science is to bring order and coherence to the experience of the person who uses it.
There is thus no "problem of the Now". But for now 19 this may be evident only to
Cbists.
